INTELLIGENCE .ON ENEMY ORDER OF BATTLE AT THE TIME
OF THE TET OFFENSIVE
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A My, Sam Adams has ﬁestified beforxe the Pike Committee
of the House of Representativesvand alleéed that key military
and civilian officials conspired tg mislead the public and
the press by supressing "true" intelligence. Mr. Adams' view
of true intelligence was his uﬁique view of total fighting
»strength of the enemy.on 1967-1968 in Vietnam.

' I am Lieutenant General Daniel O. Graham, Directqr of
" the Defense Intélligence Agency. i have, during my caréer,
spent over three years on the sﬁaff of the Director of Central
, Inielligence at CIA Headguarters. - During.théiperiod cf the
Tet Offensive, I was the Chief ofkthe Currentllntélligence
and Estimates Division, J-2, MAcv; My tour in Vietnam was
from mid-1967 through mid-1968. I had been in Vietnam on
temporary duty for a short.period of time in.1966.. I am
very familiar with the éircumétancesrsurrounding.the allega-—
tions that Mr. Adams has made.

In the final analysis; the ﬁaliditf of Mr. Adams'® attacks
on the reputatians of individuals in his own agency, in mili-
tary intelligence and of other military and diplomatic_leaders4
rests on the proposition £hat his figures were correct and-
everyone elsé‘s figures were "phony." The fact is that

the opposite is true. Mr. Adams was'quite wrong at the
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time and is gquite wfong now in ineisting that there were
600,000 armed VC/NVA available to the enemy at the time of
the Tet Offensive. History, rather than bearing out Mr..

Adams' contentions, would prove to any reasonable man that

‘he was wrong.

Adams ccntends that the "massiveness“ of the Tet Offensive

 proves that MACV's and the total Intelllgence Communlty fxgure

for VC armed strength were grossly understated and that as a

result, our forces were surprlsed at Tet, that 10 000 Amerlcans -
were killed and 1, 200 U.S. aircraft destroyed on the ground. |
The fact is that estimates of the total commltment of VC/NVA
troops in the Tet Offensive range between 67,000 and 85, 000
troops.‘ Neither Mr. Adamq nor anyone else has challenged

these estimates. That is not to say that those figures arxe

| unchallengeable, but even if we grant the possibility that

they are 100 per cent too low and that attacking VC/NVA

troops bordered on-l70,000[ the Tet Offensive indicates that
N

MACV, CIa, DIA figures were too low, not toco high?. Thexe

was ample ‘evidence at the tlme of the Tet Offensive that

the enemy was really scraplng the bottom of the barrel to
increase the strength of hlS attack , VC/NVA were captured

who had obviously been taken dlrectly from the hospltal and

~drawn into the fight with serious unhealed wounds from previous

battlegs i FBF £R1d5B8 Yo a2t A Y R0 S35 865 15000bBss. 425t

minute conscripted villagers, including teenage boys and girls,
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to add to the weight of their attacks. Some of these were

issued brand-new AKﬁé?tassault rifles, which they not only

did not know how to operate but which, when they were captured,

were still wrapped in theixr preservative materials.  This
evidence is further reinforced by our knowledge that the
replacements for losses in VC pnits had to come from'North'
Vietnam and were not available in the south. Had the‘lé¥ge
pools.of uncommitted armed strength suggested‘by Mr. Adams
been available, this obviously would not have been neceséarf;
Ve were not surprlsed by the fact of the Tet OffenSlva, we '
were not surprlsed by the’ "mas31veness" of the numbers of .‘
troops comm;tted. What surprised us was_the.rashness of

the Tet attacks which inciuded‘as objéctives major ppgulétiqn
areas wﬁere the ehemy could not expect, and did'noﬁ achieve;
military success. Thus, the evidence from the Tet Offenslve
does prove that all estlmates were wrong by belng too high
in terms of total VC combat strength available and that:the

" worst estimate around was Mr. Adams® 600 000.

With regard.to Mr. Adams’ allegations in HARPER'S magazlne

that 10,000 Americans were killed in the Tet Cffensive and
his allegation before this Committee that 1,200 aircraft were

destroyed on the ground, it should be apparent that it is»Mr.

Adams, and not those whom he would accuse, who has an inclina-

tion to use phony figures to make a point. The facts are

that during the Tet Offensive, a little over 2,200 Americans
Approved For Release 2004/12/22 : CIA-RDP80R01720R000100090003-5 )

3



lost their lives, and about 58 U.S. aircraft were destroyed,

and about 280 recplved some damage on the ground. and they
were certalnly not w1ng tip to w;ng tip a la Pearl Harbor,
as Adams allegesg While I do not contend that these were
lnslgnificant losses, I believe it_necesSary_to stress that
Mr. Adams' figures are gfoss distort;.ions° |
- Mr. Adéms has alleged'thét General Creighton Abrams,
General Westmoreland, Ambassador Bunker, and kej officials

of his own agency conspired to suppress his figures in favor

of what he claims are phony‘figures. This consplracy, he

alleges, was. de51gned to deceive the American: publlcc' Hls
whief exhibit is a message from General Abrams to his superloro

in Washlngton, whlch has been released to this Commlttee. - That

_messago nad prev1ously been prlnted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

by Representatlve McCloskey, who, I am_morally certain,
received this classified message froﬁ‘Mr."Adéms. In my vie&;
any attempt ta place General Abrams at the head of some conspiracy
to deceive in 1tself 1nd1cates a lack of ratlonallty on the paft
of the accuser. Anyone even remotely familiarx w1th the character
of Creighton &bramsﬂwould plck another target for such an accusa-
tion‘ Further; if one reads the'meésage in question, he wili
see that Generdi Abrams is- attempting to Erevent phony flgures,
that is, Adams' figures, from belng entered into Washington-
level documents descrlblng armed strength of the enemy, quite

the opp031te from. defendlng phony figures!
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'Regarding the worries of General Abrams and others

that the addition of Mr. Adams' figures to the order of

T
1

battle would cause consternation in the United States
because of probable press treatment, I would have to say that
such worries were certainly justified. Let me tell fou why I-

think so. Prior to the controversy caused by Mr. Adams®

analysis, J-2, MACV, had raised its estimates of total enemy

strength to about 275, 000 from a figure whlch, as T recall,

T was closer to 200,000. This was done because. MACV intelli-

gence people had been preoccupled in the early years, 1965

'through 1966, with gettlng a handle on the numbers and strengthv

'of main force Commumist units and had relled,on_the Vietnamese

inﬁé;ligence estimates of the number of guerrillas. This

upward revision of figureSICaused'é,press reaction which

ignored the fact that this was simply a cc:rection of’a‘neglecteﬂ
figure, aﬁd in some quarters, accused MACV of raisinglthe
ﬁigures‘in-order to justify additicnal'reséuréés, The .

accuracy of‘General Abramsf:predictions és to press reaction

to acceptance of Mr. Adamé"figures is borne out by an articlg'

appearing in the 20 ‘March 1968 edition of THE NEW YORK POST,

" which quotes Mr. Adams' 600,000 figure and titles the article,

"A Policy of Massive Miscalculation." The 600,000 figuré was,
aécording to the story, "suggested,by the Central Intelligence
Agency."” Since I know of no position by the Central'Intelli~

gence Agency which coincided with Mr. Adams' 600,000 figure, I
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‘presuﬁe that the sburce of £his press leak was Mr. Adams
himself. In anj ca%e,.as General Abrams predicted, there
is no indication in the étory of éhe addition or previously
uncounted elements of VC strength consisting.largely.of old
vpeople and teenagers Qithout arms or training.
I have pointed out earlier that history, in fact}'sfrongiy

- indicates tﬁat Mr. Adams was ﬁrong."Let ne say a few Qords:
‘abmutfthe real}reasons his numbers were rejected even before
the historical evidence was in. i o -

‘_:By his own admissién, Adams was the only analyst éﬁ-CIA
Headgquarters following VC1strengths._ There were at least
thirty analysts in MACV Headquartefs féllowihg this squect
in-far more detail. In.addition, MACV‘had U.S./Vietnamese
teans atithé district and province levels throughout.vietnamA
épecifically charged with providing estimates of guerfilla__
| str&néthﬂ Adams . further admits that he based his analysis oﬁ
Vc‘documents alone. MACV analysts viewed tﬁesé docﬁmeqtsf
as well, but were unwilliﬁg to pléce the heavy reliance'upoﬁ'
them that Adams did. Man§ of these VC documents were reports
wf VC reéruiters~-called proselyters inAthair own terminclogy—-
rapurﬁing their success in'organizing for the Communists‘the
population of the districts iﬁ.which they worked.  There.
was a stﬁong tendency in.ail VC documents reportiﬁg to their
superiors £o overstate'success. For instaﬁce, VC commanders

would repbrt_numbers of U.S. and Allied personnel carrxiers
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"destroyed in disfricts_and provinces where we simply had

no armored personnei_carriers., Thus, to MACV analysts; ve
documents were not énlimpeccable source of information on
VC strength. They gave more creagnqe to tﬁe counts Qf |
guerrilla strength from tﬁe districts of Vietnam which

had beenlreported to theﬁ; It should be noted tha#‘MACV ;
observers counted Querrilias.simply as guerrillas and would

be unable to distinguish between a'simple guerrilla, a self-

defense guerrilla, a secret self-defense guerrilla, or an

.- F R

assault youth gquerrilla--categories which Adams ‘wished to

2dd to guerrilla strength. We in MACV had no 111u510ns'

about precision of the counts of guerrlllas reported in

this fashion. In fact, we tendeditc cons;der them, if
anythinq; too high. There ﬁas a natural incliﬁation'toward
prudence in such counts -£rom the fleld, since over~opt1mlsm
regarding the guerrilla threat in one province or dlstrlct
could result in less attention to its securlty, and the men
doing the iepprting, both U.S. and Vietnamese, lived and'

worked there. Flnally, we noted that the level of guerrllla

'actlv1ty in all of South Vietnam had dropped off sharply

since about the beginning of 1966 and by mid-1367 was at
such a low ebb that it was difficult to explain the low level
oF adtivity when viewed against our estimates of 70,000 to

90,000 guerrillas.
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Mr.;Aaams’ general approach was to take a vgC document
tha& suggested -certain levels of strength in the VC apparatus
in one district and maltiply those numbers by numbexrs of -
districts. This, to ﬂACV,'seemed rather simplemiﬁded and
reflected a mechanical approach by a Washlngton*based analyst
totally unfamlllar with the wvast dlfferences from.dlstrlct to'.
‘dlstrlct and province to prov1nce in Vletnam...'

"In sum, Mr. Adams flgures were not rejected becaﬁse
of a conspﬁracy, they were rejected because his . analy51s was
bad in the v1ew of most intelligence ¢fficers in Waghlngton
‘and in MACV. His views were regected only after hls agency

gave him.a@ple opportunity .to present_hls thesis to other |
analyéts. As event§ unfelded, Mr. Adéms was; in my viewg
.proved conciusively wrong. The-biggest-mistake that.we made
in MACY was to compromise.with Mr. Adams and add 24,000
personnel to the VC/NVA order of battle on the basis of.hisf_i
argunents, thus making us 24,000 mén mbre in‘error-than we
had been. “ o

It may well be that the only adherents to Adams’ views
of 500 000 vC ready to fight were in the enemy hlgh command
"They DbVlously exmected a massive uprlslng to accompany
thelr Tet Offensmve. Perhaps they too were taken in by
Ve documents 1nflat1ng thelr strength. '

| In my view, Mr. Adams does a hard—pressed U.S. Intelli-

gence Communlty an enormous dlsserv1ce by accusing them of
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outright mendacity. He is on a vendetta against anyone who

‘would not accept his unique'view of VC/NVA oxrder of battle.

v
i
Al

Thank you.
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